Mr. Jaass E. O'Neill 
Bepaty Archivist 
The National Archives 
Wash., D.C. 20408 

Bear a r. O'Neill, 

Teur latter sfcmp dates 1/24/77 rejects sy appeal ef 1 2/s/lS fer the hoisted portions 
of CBs 651 ash 1359. 7«u conclude by telling a® I can sae, as we both kaewa. I have. lea say 
net realize it hat I detest the very concept and abowiaat* the need. 

getween the beginning and the ■Ending there is much. First ef all yen say yea enclose 
a eepy ef CD 651 including additional portions that have been made public. There was ne 
enclosure. I weald appreciate a copy at your earliest cenvenienee. 

V 

Court is a last resort save for these wh® who jaisu.se the Act for purposes contrary 
te itS explicit intent, This is the histrey ©f mj FOIA actions. The government, especially 
the Acrhives, uses the Act te stonewall , te delay eespliance where it cannot be avoided 
eatirsly. This has been feurdensese , costly t® sae and a serious interference with ay werk, 
the transparent intent ef each and every case to reach a final determination,, Because «f 
ay increasing' age and lisit&tieas fron illssss I have asked counsel te expler© sot only 
th« applicability of the punitive previsions of th® Act but ether laws that appear to sur 
to be revelant. If I d© set kn«s what I can do I do know what I want^to attempt t® do. That 
is te hold to account, including by the desasae foe aen«y d&sages , "WiiiM who have denied 
a® my rights under the Act. 

I bslieve that your obligations as the reviewing authority are not net by consulta- 
tions with ethers, notoriously these ethers wh® arc ia varying ways parti pris. I believe 
there is th* affirmative obligation iapassi apon you pereeaally to be absolutely satisfied 
that etch and every withholding' is entirely justifiad and requirsd. Thera is an option to 
disclose that which can bs withhold, under technical grounds if there is no need te withhold. 

There are sene tests you caa. apply t© those two records that can and I believe should 
override any rocotsaendation by the FBI. While ysu say yea completed this consultation 
your letter dees not say the FBI asksd or dffijjwmdad that this* records continue te be withheld, 
lou de imply it. Te this I say that if I had a dollar f erxaevery/ withholding ef the jmblic 
.domain fr®jE ssg ss® by the FBI in the past less than a year I'd have a research assistant 
and these matters wools proceed mere rapidly. If the surplus regaining fres this did not 
provide fer it, as I'm confident it would, th&a were I te restrict myself te the sane one 
dollar per *a th® withholding ©f names Director Kelley has said may set be withheld I could 
afford, te take you and all these you might want t® inv/ite an a ggyverfr geurset'a jaight on 
the town. 

i 

These records, clearly covered by my such earlier FOIA requests, were gives by the 
geverasjfent te newspaper peeple when tks geveivuasat had propaganda objectives te attain. 

They are ne secret except froa those who sight dispute this propaganda missus® of FOIA. I 
believe I as one, £ auaber ef reporters were involved, in this case begin:- dag with the 
Bepartacnt afJustice reporter fer th® Washington Pest, ene net a subject expert. This is 
set secret fram the Archives and not only from publication. Th® press was in touch with the 
Archives , en this and received iaferaatien withheld from me. As it is a basic principle of 
law that one may net be the beneficiary ef one's jsisconduct, it is also in FOIA aatters a 
fact that th- gsvemseat cannot still have its eaten cake. 

lour citation ef claimed exemptions is in disregard ef the fact that more than a 
single prebisisa must apply and in fact is net in thalanguags ®f the exemptions. Over 
this there is waiver, a question I have repeatedly raised with the Arc gives going back te 
the time or tga Americas $ajl decision. There have bsen others since then but fres the 
tin® of that decision the geveramoat may not withheld what is exempt after any use if At. 
u r, you casnet Ifeak it t® the Washington Pest and then tell a* 1 say net haver it* 
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is not enlj obvious, 1 stake it specific that those whs deny as records 1 ask 
for ar* these who sire the® te ethers without detailed subject knowledge. In this I 
do include the Archives. 

Tea repeatedly misquote the privact oxsaptien, which is part ef another oxessution, 

*'•»«»« ia ita wisie3t bureaucrats the right te arbitrary decision. Net only 

su&stthkre De.a question of privacy but it the® Hast be "clearly unwarranted." With 
Cuebsla, fer axaxpls, aka AMASS, there is net even a frivolous cuss tier, of privacy. 
t‘”* s iB ^ 45 234 official source -roneubor all those pages in the Post - it 

us tra* of ethers whora these pheaey claiss t® oxoasptisa have boon Bade long after there 
was neither seerscy sar privacy, 

lour elais te the investigatory exemption via the FBI alee does net state what law 
was using eai oread. After this test is net the other qualifications alee Bust £TT was 
part o. this change in the Act, you nay recall. Thors certainly was no las-onf orceaunt 
purpose having te d® with killing a. President because there was thesx a® law against it. 

ihe by thiB source only test cannot bs aet. There reaping natieaal4s®curity Intel— 
LL - saco uavostigatieas iron which the FBI is foreclosed abroad. 

You^citations of SO 11652 bath raquiro what does not exist and is ns longer possible 
Ascausa a, the avert propaganda by the gevsraucat that ess would kosp theca records xjsse 
'■ r ® S a *» In cack cas ® thsr9 ® a ** be a "disclosing." We arc talking about what was in ssae 
cases tho entire front page of Eager newspapers. Thors is ass a» "disclosing" after this. 

I know you say tint a dscuneat nest of which is not withheld "is clarified at the 
Tp °® cr8t le7si * 1 set Dsliave you Barn this. I also ask how what was published in 
*w«pap.r* at govemant behest can have nay classification, most of all what Boots the 
a. equirasM&nt* fer tep secret. 

*Mlo assy suggestions are apparent the fact that ti* geveras&sat took advantage ef 
withhildSgsf 7 SSfi im ‘ Sriafer '^ r * p£irt3rs is th * efe^eus reason for in® continued 

yearns® yea did set enclose- a copy, any ccpy, ef CD 651 I an asling that you now 

provid® every version, the basis far original withholding if any, the basis for partial 

"tr fter aad tks = aals f ' or releasing aore ef it sow. I want in each c a8 o , 
citation ©. authority and I will want to check the content against the authority, n*ro 

X tto specificity ef the legislative history, that the Act is not to b* 

tnod te hide efiicxal eabarrasc^ent. 

Of course I can sue you. I dealt want to. I would hep® that you would net want to 
1* sued or t» buraen the courts without ae*d or piddle away S(9 BU ch ef the tax nonoy 
for which tnere is s0 great a need. The Act does i«p® s « » burden of proof upon you. I 
a-E asking you is stest it new* 1 1 J 


Sincerely, 

t 


Veisbarg 



